result in universal acclaim. Indeed, whilst more transparency may well lead to more predictability, it does not necessarily ensure less criticism, too.
2
With a certain dose of realism, one should remember that all human-driven enterprises -the ICC being no exception -are somehow subject to criticism and that, sometimes, eliminating such criticism altogether is not an option. For instance, in this special issue, Rosenberg explains that critics and defenders of the OTP's prosecutorial choices often speak at cross-purposes, giving diametrically opposed meanings to exactly the same expression (in that case, 'impartiality'). It is impossible for the OTP to apply both meanings of the said expression, to counter critics while at the same time keeping 'defenders' satisfied.
3 Her views are echoed by Stahn, who -as signposted in the article's title -noted the OTP's uncomfortable position of being unable to meet all conflicting demands. 4 No matter how much effort the OTP, and the ICC in general, put in trying to motivate and justify their course of action, some criticism will likely always persist.
5
Nonetheless, when facing such criticism, the ICC should resist the temptation of looking at it with either arrogance or despair. 6 Arrogance, for example, could lead the Court's organs to believe that publicizing policy and strategic documents, which would otherwise remain behind close doors, is a sufficient course of conduct to gain support from public opinion. They could also think that, since these documents contain nothing more than policies, it is possible to depart from them at any time. Quite the contrary, however: the decision not to implement a published policy comes at a price. 
